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REMARKS 

Claims 1-32 are pending in the present application. In this ainendment. Applicant 
amends claims and 20 arid cancels^ciMm 13. ' •*^^^»'' * '^d^^-O t^fidtcanr-fi^ ci%im f 

Applicant respectfully responds to this Office Action. 

Claim Objections 

Claim 7 is objected to as being a substantial duplicate of clai.31 6. Claims 6 and 7» 
however, are not substantial duplicates nor are they so close in content that they cover the same 
thing. Please note that claim 6 uses the term "consists" while claim 7 uses the term "comprise." 
According to MPEP §21 11 .03, "^the transitional phrase 'consisting of excludes any element, 
step, or ingredient not specified in tfie claim" while "the transitional tenn 'comprising*, which is 
synonymous with 'including/ 'containing*' or 'characterized by,* is .".nclusive or open-ended and 
does not exclude additional, unrecited elements or method steps." 

Claim 10 is objected to as being a substantial duplicate of clfim 13. Applicant cancels 
claim 13. 

Claim 21 is objected to because it is inconsistent with the claim set including claim 1. 
Applicant points out that claims 1 and 21 are &om separate claim sets and do not in any way 
depend on each other. The claim set corresponding to claim 1 is for a "method of receiving** and 
the claim set corresponding to claim 21 is for a **method of sending," 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 122 
Claims 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112. Claim 21 is rejected as vague and 
indefinite because it is not seen '^vhere is the third value of the predttermined set of three" 
according to the Examiner. Claims 22 -24 are rejected in view of thdr dependencies on claim 
21. 

Applicant notes that **the size of said predetermined set is thrse" means that "said 
predetermined set" has three members as is the common meaning of the size of a set This usage 
is not to indicate a third value of a set bm rather to specify the numbtsr of members of the set 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 ■ * 

Qaims 14, 26-29, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e ) as being anticipated by - ' - 

Rszaiifar (6,314.101). 

Applicant's claims are novel and patentable over Rezaiffer. For example, claiin .14cia-..vH3 - 
includes the feature "extracting one sequence number bit size from said NAKr said'onfe^'se^pieoce"'^*'^ — -"^ 
number bit size belonging to a predetermined set of sequence number bit sizes." Rezaiffer, <m 
the other hand, states 'Vhen the frame is acmally transmitted, the eight-bit SEQ number of the 
frame is set to the eight lease significant bits of index I^V(S)." PleiLse see Rezaififer column 7, 
lines 12-14. Also "the indexes L^(S), L_(N), and L_(R) are twelve-bit numbers." Please see 
Rezaiffer colunm 7, lines 9-10* Therefore, while there are two sizes of sequence numbers, only 
one si2:e is transmitted in a firame. This is in contrast to AppHcant*s claims which have the 
feature "one sequence number bit size belonging to a predetermined set of sequence number hit 
sizes," Applicant's claim 14 is therefore novel and patentable over Rezaiffer. 

Applicant's claim 26 includes the feature "choosing an acknowledgment frame type ftom 
a plurality of radio link protocol (RLP) frame types." ITiis claim and all of its dependent claims 
are novel and patentable over Rezaiffer. Rezaiffer in col. 6» lines 46-50 does not disclose 
"choosing an acknowledgment frame type'* as in Applicant's claim. Rather, the portions cited by 
the Examiner discuss generation of a NAK message, not the selectio.^ of "an acknowledgement 
fr^e type from a plurality of radio link protocol (RIP) frame types. ' Applicant's claim 26 and 
dependent claims are therefore novel and patentable over Rezaiffer. 

Claims 20-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being ariticipated by Diynan 
(4,617,657). Applicant's claims 20-24 as amended include the feature "wherein the sequence 
number corresponds to one of the information bytes." Drynan, on tf:e other hand, discloses 
sequence numbers corresponding to packets » not corresponding to the informadon bytes that are 
the pa>doad of the frames or packets. Please see Drynan, abstract. Mote also that the 
information bytes do not correspond directly to frames or packets and therefore sequence 
numbers for information bytes do not correspond directly to sequence numbers for frames or 
packets. Please see, for example. Applicants* specification as oiigin;iLly filed, page 6. line 34 
through page 7, line 15 for support of claim amendments as well an explanation of byte sequence 
numbers. Apphcant's claims 20-24 are novel and patentable over Drynan. 
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- t - i * ^ Claim Rejmioiis - 35 use § 103 -t^^l^t- ,^^^^ 

Claims 1-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being unpatentable over Seo 

(6,581,176) in view of Drynan (4,617,657). - * > . .a.r- 1 ,.fi'-^ ftyy^ 

tr^r^^ Applicant amends claim 1 similarly to the amendments discussed above under the §102"* - — 

rejections. As discussed above, Dryan does not recite the feaiure in AppUcant*s claim 1 

'Svherein each of the sequence number values coixesponds to on s of the information bytes." 

Neither does Seo in combination with Drynan disclose this feature. Applicant's claim 1 and all 

its dependent claims are therefore patentable over Seo and Drynan. 

Claims 15-19 arc rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kfzaiifar 

(6,314, 101) in view of Drynan (4,617.657). 

Applicant's claims 15-19 are also patentable over Rezaiffer combined with Drynan 

because they depend on claim 14. As discussed above under the §102 rejections, Rezaiffer 

combined with Drynan do not have all the features of claim 14 and fts dependent claims. Claims 

15-19 are therefore patentable over Rezaiffer and Drynan. 

Drawings 

Applicant submits that the above amendments to the drawings do not make any 
substantive changes or introduce any new material but are simply the collection of typogr^hical 
errors, which aie consistent with the specification as originally submitted. Therefore^ approval 
and entry of the above amendments are respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSION 



In light of the ameDdments contained herein, Applicant subirdis that all claims are in 
condition for allowance, for which early action is requested- 

Please charge any fees or overpayments that may be due with, this response to Deposit 
Account No. 17-0026. 



QUALCOMM Ineoiporated 
5775 Morehouse Drive 
San Diego, California 92121 
Telephone: (858) 658-5787 
Facsimile: (858) 658-2502 
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Respectfully sul?mitted, 



Dated: March 7, 2005 




Rupfft ?atel, Rej 
(858) 651-7435 
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